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DETAILED ACTION 
Minor Deficiencies 

As per paper number 6, submitted April 25, 2002, the US patent's that are included 
in paper number 6, are not cited on form 1449. Therefore, the Applicant should provide a 
1449 that includes the US patents that were provided in paper 6 so that the patents can be 
considered* 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent 

Claims 1-20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Jansen et al. NIST 
Special Publication 800-19 - Mobile Agent Security (hereafter Jansen). 
1 . As per claims 1, 4, 6, 8, 1 1, Jansen teaches a mobile application (MA) security system 
(title, pg. 2 and section 3.2, bottom paragraph on page 9), comprising; one or more hosts 
connected to the server computer, each computer executing the mobile application that jumps 
between the hosts during execution(see pg. 2, pg. 17, section 4.1,4, 4.1.5), central computer for 
controlling the security of a MA(pg. 18-19 section 4.2 Protecting Agents); the central computer 
comprising means for monitoring the security of the MA as it jumps between hosts computers 
wherein the MA is communicated from a first host to a second host(see pg. 18*19 section 4.2 
protecting agents), wherein the security monitoring means further comprises means for detecting 
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unwanted changes in the code associated with the MA when the MA is jumping between hosts 
(see pg. 6-7, section 23.4, pg. 10-1 1, section 3.3). 

2. As per claim 2, Jansen teaches wherein the detecting means further comprises means for 
storing a copy of each MA when the MA first passes thorough the server, means for receiving 
the MA after it is executed by another host, and means for comparing the code of the MA after it 
is executed by another host, to the stored copy of the MA to determine if changes have been 
made to the code of the MA (Section 3.2, 3.3, pgs 9-1 1 , section 4.2.2 Mutual Itinerary Recording 
teaches tracking and comparing the Itinerary list as it traverses the peers - Since Jansen discloses 
both central and distributed Central computer (see claim 1 above), this reads on using one stored 
copy for comparison puiposes. Further to this point are the lists/tables, bottom list on page 14 
and top list on page 19, which disclose many possible countermeasure means - one skilled in the 
art would provide for a one-to-one code compare at a minimum). 

3. As per claim 3, Jansen teaches claim 1 wherein the detecting means further includes 
means for computing a checksum of the MA when the MA first passes through the server (pg. 
19-20, teach Public Key and PRAC which are "cryptographic checksums" and are checked for 
accuracy. Each reads on "checksum"), means for receiving the MA after it is executed by 
another host, means for comparing the checksum of the mobile application (page 1 7, Path 
Histories teaches adding a signed entry to the path which is used to verify validity of the 
MA/message) after it is executed by another host to the stored checksum of the mobile 
application to determine if changes have been made to the code of the mobile application(see 
section 2.3.4 pg. 6-7, section 3.2, 3.3. pg. 9-12, and pg. 16, Signed Code section teaches digital 
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signature/Authenticode which provides "code signing" to provide means for determining an 
authentic message or not) . 

4. With further regard to claim 4, Jansen teaches security monitoring means comprises 
preventing a host from transmitting hostile code in a MA to another host (pgs 9-10, section 3.2, 
pg. 18-19, section 4.2, pg. 19 top paragraph teaches IBM Aglets prevent receiving platform from 
accepting agents from an agent platform not defined as a trusted peer). 

5. As per claims 5, wherein preventing means comprises determining if the host dispatching 
the mobile application is trusted (pages 18-19, Protecting Agents, teaches trusted peers via IBM 
Aglets and Claim 3 above teaches Signed Code which infers trust), means for saving the code of 
the MA and means, when requested by another node, for providing the code for the MA to the 
requesting node (page 13-14, Protecting Agent Platform section - broadly discloses 'trusted 
communications for MA's" which inherently includes requesting of MA and transmission of 
MA), means for stripping the code from an initially received MA if the host is not tmsted(see 
pgs. 18-19, section 4.2). The Examiner asserts that Jansen teaches stripping code, because 
Jansen teaches identifying a non-trusted machine (see previous claim rejections) and hence many 
options exist as to how to stay safe from said machine, i.e. do not communicate with it, only 
transmit to it, attempt to re-verify that it is a trusted machine, only communicate with certain 
machines, strip code. 

6. With further regard to claim 6, Jansen teaches security monitoring means comprises 
detecting unwanted changes in the state of the MA (page 17, State Appraisal teaches prevention 
of state corruption/modification). 
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7. As per claim 7, Jansen teaches claim 6/15 wherein the detecting means further comprises 
means for saving a copy of the state of a MA received from a node that received the MA, means 
for receiving data about the same MA after a jump to another node and means for comparing the 
state of the MA after the jump to another node with the stored state of the MA to ensure that the 
state of the MA has not changed (page 17, section 4. 1 .4, 4. 1.5). 

8. With further regard to claim 8, Jansen teaches security monitoring means comprises 
detecting unwanted changes to the itinerary of the MA (page 21, Section 4.2.2, pg. 22-23, section 
4.2.4). 

9. As per claim 9, Jansen teaches wherein the detecting means further comprises means for 
saving a copy of the itinerary of a MA received from a node that received the MA, means for 
receiving the same MA after a jump to another node and means for comparing the itinerary of 
the MA after the jump to another node with the stored itinerary of the MA to ensure that the 
itinerary of the MA has not changed (page 21-22, section 4.2.2, 4.2.3). 

1 0. As per claim 1 0, Jansen teaches claim 8 wherein the itinerary comprises past historical 
itinerary data (page 17, Path Histories section AND page 2 1, Mutual Itinerary Recording and 
Itinerary Recording with Replication/Voting sections). 

1 1 . With further regard to claim 11, Jansen teaches receiving data about a mobile 
application via State Appraisal, Path Histories, Proof Carrying Code (pages 16-18), which 
provides data about the MA (and reads on the claim). 

12. As per claim 12, rejected under the same basis as claim 2. 

1 3. With further regard to claim 13, see claim 1 , 4 and 1 1 rejections above. 

14. As per claim 14, it is rejected under the same basis as claim 5. 
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1 5. With further regard to claim 15, see claim 1, 6 and 1 1 rejections above. 

16. As per claim 16, it is rejected under the same basis as per clam 7. 

17. With further regard to claim 17, see claim 1, 8 and 1 1 rejections above. 

1 8. As per claim 18, it is rejected under the same basis as claim 9. 

19. As per claim 19, it is rejected under the same basis as per claim 10. 

20. With further regard to claim 20, see claim 1, 4 and 1 1 rejections above (note that a non- 
trusted host launching a MA reads on hostile code, as per claim 4 and is disclosed in Jansen). 

Double Patenting 

2 1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel y 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 
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22. Claims 1 -20 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-20 of U.S. Patent No. 09/764548. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other(see below 
for explanation). 

23. As per claim 1 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses one or more hosts, and application 09/764548 discloses one or 
more nodes. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the invention to 
modify one or more host with one or more nodes; the motivation is that a node is a device that 
can communicate with other network devices. 

24. As per claim 1 , of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses a mobile application security system, comprising: one or more 
host computers connected to the server computer, each host computer executing the mobile 
application that jumps between the hosts during execution, and application 09/764548 discloses, 
one or more nodes of a peer-to-peer network wherein each node is configured to execute a 
mobile application. As per the limitations of nodes it has already been addressed above. 

25. It would have been obvious to modify computer connected to the server computer with a 
peer-to-peer network, the motivation is that a hosts computer connected to a server, is a peer-to- 
peer network because hosts and server distribute and receive information between each other on 
the network. 

26. It would have been obvious to modify executing the mobile application that jumps 
between the hosts during execution, with wherein each node is configured to execute a mobile 
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application, the motivation is that a node must execute a mobile application before, the mobile 
application jumps to another hosts. 

27. The Examiner asserts that the central computer of instant application 09/645028, is 
inherent to the central security enforcement node of application 09/764548, because the central 
computer, enforces security by monitoring the mobile applications. 

28. All other limitations of claim 1 of instant application 09/645028, and 09/764548 recite 
same limitations. 

29. As per claim 2 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 2 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses first passes through the server, and application 09/764548 
discloses is created by having the creating node send a copy of the mobile application to the 
central security enforcement node(CSEN). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify first passes through the server with is created by having the creating node 
send a copy of the mobile application to the central security enforcement node, the motivation is 
that one must first create a mobile application and send a copy to the CSEN, because the CSEN 
monitors the security between nodes, and it cannot be passed to the server until it is created. 

30. As per claim 2 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 2 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses receiving the mobile application, and application 09/764548 
discloses receiving data about the mobile application. It would have been obvious to modify 
receiving the mobile application with receiving data about the mobile application; the motivation 
is that data is received from a mobile application, because the mobile application is executed. 

31. As per claim 2 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 2 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses after it is executed, and application 09/764548 discloses when it 
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is received. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify after it is executed with when it is received, the motivation is that the mobile 
application must first be executed before it is received by another host(i.e. node), because mobile 
application are executed on each node before being passed to another host. 

32. All other limitations as per claim 2 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 2 
of 09/764548 recite same limitations. 

33. As per claim 3 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 3 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses computing a checksum, and 09/764548 discloses for receiving a 
checksum. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify computing a checksum with receiving a checksum; the motivation is that the 
checksum must first be received in order to compute the checksum. 

34. As per claim 3 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 3 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses after it is executed, and 09/764548 discloses after it is sent. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
after it is executed with after it is sent; the motivation is that one must execute the mobile 
application before it is sent to another node. 

35. As per claim 3 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 3 of 09/764548, the 
limitations of is created, and after it is received as already been addressed same motivation 
applies as above(see claim 2). 

36. All other limitations as per claim 3 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 3 
of 09/764548 recite same limitations. 
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37. As per claim 4 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 4 of 09/764548, recites 
same limitations as per claim 1 above. Same motivation applies to limitations(see claim 1 
above). All other limitations as per claim 4 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 4 
of 09/764548, recites same limitations. 

38. As per claim 5 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 5 of 09/764548 recite 
same limitations. As per limitation of node it has already been addressed same motivation 
applies(see claim 1 above). 

39. As per claim 6 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 6 of 09/764548, recites 
same limitations as per claim 1 above. Same motivation applies to limitations (see claim 1 
above). All other limitations as per claim 6 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 6 
of 09/764548, recites same limitations. 

40. As per claim 7 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 7 of 09/764548, recites 
same limitations. 

41 . As per claim 8 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 8 of 09/764548, recites 
same limitations as per claim 1 above. Same motivation applies to limitations (see claim 1 
above). All other limitations as per claim 8 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 8 
of 09/764548, recites same limitations. 

42. As per claim 9 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 9 of 09/764548, recites 
same limitations. 

43. As per claim 10 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 10 of 09/764548, 
recites same limitations. 
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44. As per claim 1 1 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 1 of 09/764548, 
recites limitations of central security enforcement node, and peer-to-peer network has already 
been addressed(see claim 1). Same motivation applies above(see claim 1). As per the limitation 
of data it has already been addressed(see claim 2 above), same motivation applies above. 

All other limitations as per claim 1 1 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 1 of 
09/764548, recites same limitations. 

45. As per claim 12 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 12 of 09/764548, the 
limitations of created and received has already been addressed(see claim 3). Same motivation 
applies above(see claim 3). All other limitations as per claim 12 of instant application 
09/645028, and as per claim 12 of 09/764548, recites same limitations. 

46. As per claim 1 3 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 13 of 09/764548, the 
limitations of central security enforcement node, and peer-to-peer network has already been 
addressed(see claim 1). Same motivation applies above(see claim 1). As per the limitation of 
data it has already been addressed(see claim 2 above), same motivation applies above. 

47. As per claim 1 4 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 14 of 09/764548, 
application 09/645028 discloses stripping the code from an initially received mobile application, 
and 09/764548 discloses stripping the code from a mobile application. It would have been 
obvious to modify stripping the code from an initially received mobile application with stripping 
the code from a mobile application, the motivation is that the mobile application has to be 
received otherwise the code cannot be stripped. 

48. As per claim 1 5 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 5 of 09/764548, the 
limitations of central security enforcement node, and peer-to-peer network has already been 
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addressed(see claim 1). Same motivation applies above(see claim 1). As per the limitation of 
data it has already been addressed(see claim 2 above), same motivation applies above. 

49. As per claim 1 6 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 6 of 09/764548, the 
limitation of a data has already been addressed(see claim 2 above), same motivation applies 
above. All other limitations as per claim 16 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 
16 of 09/764548, recites same limitations. 

50. As per claim 1 7 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 7 of 09/764548, the 
limitations of central security enforcement node, and peer-to-peer network has already been 
addressed(see claim 1). Same motivation applies above(see claim 1). As per the limitation of 
data it has already been addressed(see claim 2 above), same motivation applies above. 

51. As per claim 1 8 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 8 of 09/764548, the 
limitation of a node as already been addressed(see claim 1), same motivation applies 
above(claim 1 ). Also, the limitation of data has already been addressed see claim 2, same 
motivation applies above. 

52. As per claim 1 9 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 1 9 of 09/764548, 
recites same limitations. 

53. As per claim 20 of instant application 09/645028, and as per claim 20 of 09/764548, the 
limitations of central security enforcement node, and peer-to-peer network has already been 
addressed(see claim 1). Same motivation applies above(see claim 1). As per the limitation of 
data, it has already been addressed(see claim 2 above), same motivation applies above. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jenise E Jackson whose telephone number is (703) 306-0426. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th (6:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.) alternate Friday's. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on (703) 305-9648. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 305-0040 for regular 
communications and (703) 308-6306 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 





EMMANUEL L MCBSE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



December 18, 2003 
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